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Treaty Times is a newsletter pub¬ 
lished by Action For an Independ¬ 
ent Aotearoa (AFIA) - a Pakeha 
organization committed to working 
for Maori independence. 

All material published in Treaty 
Times may be freely reproduced by 
groups and/or individuals provided 
it is used in support of Maori strug¬ 
gles. We ask that you acknowledge 
Treaty Times as your source. 

CONTRIBUTIONS 

We welcome news and reports of 
upcoming events, struggles etc. and. 
we love to get your cartoons, pho¬ 
tos, stories, poems etc. as long as 
they are relevant to the movement 
for Maori independence. Letters are 
also very welcome. 

SUBSCRIPTIONS 

Subscriptions to Treaty Times cost 
a minimum eight dollars for four 
issues. That should be a year's worth, 
but sometimes it may take longer 
for us to get four issues out (we face 
restrictions on funding and time). 

The eight dollar sub barely covers 
basic minimum costs of produc¬ 
tion, printing, mailing etc. so please, 
ifyou can spare it, consider sending 
extra as a donation when you sub¬ 
scribe. We always run at a loss! 


SEND CONTRIBUTIONS, SUB¬ 
SCRIPTIONS & LETTERS TO: 


AFIA 
BOX 1905 

OCCUPIED OTAUTAHI 
(Christchurch) 


Please include your name and ad¬ 
dress when subscribing, including 
your postal code (if you know it). 

Please make cheques out to AFIA. 


Welcome... 


... to issue 17 of TreatyTimes. 

You tyi 11 probably have nQticed there 
hasn't been an issue for oveTa year 
now. (Hope you weren'tholding your 
breath!) You~deserve an explana¬ 
tion. 

. The unfortunate fact is that Treaty 
Tiqtes is produced by voluntary la¬ 
bour on a shoestring budget (no cor¬ 
porate funding or advertising rev¬ 
enue streams here!). When the money 
is short, the magazine just doesn't 
come out because there's no money 
to pay the printer, and nothing for 
NZ Post. It costs about $1,200 per 
issue to produce, and that's hard for 
us beneficiaries and part-time work¬ 
ers to find. 

Issue 17 owes its gestation in large 
part to Project Waitangi in occupied 
Tamaki Makau Rau, who were wor¬ 
ried enough about the magazine to 
ring us and ask what they could do to 
help. The $500 they sent us has made 
things very much easier. Take a bow! 

Another inhibiting factor is our 
geographical position. AFIA is based 
in occupied Otautahi (Christchurch). 
Most of the action in the Maori strug¬ 
gle of for independence takes place 
in the North Island. This makes it 
hard for us to hear about - let alone 
cover - many of the things that are 
happening which would be of inter¬ 
est to you, our reader. 


We really appreciate getting let¬ 
ters, articles, photos, cartoons, po¬ 
ems, newspaper cuttings, informa¬ 
tion, phone numbers etc. from peo¬ 
ple just like you. If you want to 
spread information you have access 
to, about things that happen in your 
local area, to other interested people 
around the country, Treaty Times is 
one way of doing it. It not only raises 
awareness among the pro-Maori 
community of something going on 
somewhere, either a protest or an 
event of interest, it also gives people 
a channel through which they can 
support the people and the issues 
involved. 

To sum up, the best way you can 
ensure you get Issue 18 before 1996 
is a) to send us some money (a lot 
preferably, but a little would also be 
very helpful) and b) to send us infor¬ 
mation and things to put inside the 
magazine. 

Now for some acknowledgements: 
the cartoons in the Fiscal Envelope 
article were conceived and executed 
by Treason Nyx, and the emblem on 
the Maungakiekie article was lifted 
from 'Meantimes'. Pacific News 
Bulletin provided information on the 
Mangamuka poison drop. Thanks to 
all, and a happy new year to you, we 
appreciate your patience. 
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Feature: 


RETURN TO SENDER! 


The Fiscal Envelope Policy: 

Divide and Rule for the f 90s 

-- —. . ■ .. ■ ' ■ ■ - 

The government is about to put in place a programme that it hopes 
will get rid of Treaty of Waitangi claims forever. 


Doug Graham, as Minister in 
charge of Treaty Negotiations, says 
the new programme, called the 
‘Fiscal Envelope’ policy, has as its 
aim the “full and final settlement” 
of what he terms Maori ‘ ‘grievances’ ’ 
by the year 2000AD. ^ — 

It sounds good. Maori have been 
waiting 154 years to have their Treaty 
grievances settled. To have them 
settled in such a (relatively) short 
time frame must be a positive thing, 
right? 

Wrong. The Fiscal Envelope is an 
attempt to “settle” Maori claims 
and grievances within the limits of 
what the Crown a) thinks is “fair” 
and b) says it can afford. 

Imagine some people broke into 
your house and evicted you, then set 
up a court to decide whether they had 
acted fairly, with themselves as judge, 
jury, and executioner! They make all 
the rules, and declare the result 
binding forever, with the entire 
weight of the State (i. e. police, army, 
bureaucracy etc) to make you abide 
by their decision. That is a pretty fair 
approximation of what the Fiscal 
Envelope policy will try to do. 

The idea of “settling” Maori 
claims and grievances is not what the 
Fiscal Envelope is all about - getting 
rid of troublesome Maori claims 
before the Waitangi Tribunal seems 
to be the real aim. 

In fact, the government's real aims 
in proposing the Fiscal Envelope 
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policy were spelled out by John 
Luxton, Minister of Maori Affairs, 
at a hui held at Tumatauenga Marae, 
Moerewa, on September 21 1994. In 
response to a series of direct questions 
from Mike Smith (soon to become 
famous as a tree surgeon), the 
Minister confirmed five points of 
concern when he affirmed that the 
Crown's intention with the Fiscal 
Envelope policy is to: 

1) Announce the Crown's policy 
on Waitangi claims asfull and final, 
not negotiable and within a limited 
fiscal cap' (amount of money); 

2) Announce that therefore Maori 
will have no rights to natural 
resources other than what is enjoyed 
by all New Zealanders; 

3) Inform Maori that the Crown 
will continue to provide services to 
Maori in the same way as to all New 
Zealanders withou t regard to specific 
Maori rights; 


4) Initiate a process that mandates 
'tribal leaders'with whom the Crown 
can negotiate away Treaty rights; 

5) Remove all references to Maori 
from the law and thereby prevent 
Maori from seeking justice through 
the Courts in respect of Treaty rights 
and guarantees. 

Simply, the Fiscal Envelope policy 
establishes guidelines for negotiating 
‘full and final’ settlements to Maori 
claims and grievances. Once all 
Maori claims are settled according 
to these guidelines, no Maori claims 
against Treaty rights, aboriginal title 
or any other specifically anti-colonial 
concept will be entertained by the 
government. The Treaty of Waitangi 
will become null and void (having 
been ‘settled’), and all reference to 
the word “Maori” will be wiped 
from the statute books. 

The name “Fiscal Envelope” 
refers to the fact that a set amount of 
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money will be set aside to meet all 
claims and grievances, and this sum 
will not be exceeded. It’s as if the 
Crown has thrown an envelope 
containing money on to the 
negotiating table and said ‘ ‘That’s it. 
After that’s gone, there is no more.” 
Maori claimants are tacitly invited to 
fight among themselves over the 
contents of the envelope. 

Those contents are limited to the 
sum of one billion dollars (that is, a 
US billion, i .e. one thousand million). 

That sounds like a lot of money, 
and it is no doubt intended to sound 
like a lot of money - both to Maori 
claimants and to Pakeha observers in 
marginal electorates (the Crown is 
ever ready to stir a backlash against 
Maori claims). But, apart from the 
fact that the $170m cost of the 
Sealord Deal has already been 
deducted from the billion, the fact is 
that even with the comparatively 
small number of claims currently 
before the Waitangi Tribunal, a 
billion dollars will go nowhere. For 
instance, the claim of Te Ika Whenua 
to the Kaingaroa forest alone has 
been priced at at least $5 billion, and 
that is not the largest claim! When 
Treasury first mooted the proposal, 
they estimated a minimum of $2.2b 
would be required. It has elsewhere 
been estimated that somewhere 
between $80b and $100b might just 
cover the monetary value of claims 
already before the Waitangi Tribunal. 

Far from facing its Treaty 
responsibilities seriously, the Fiscal 


Envelope is instead an attempt by the 
government to buy Maori claimants 
off without even offering a decent 
bribe! 

LIMITATIONS 

The Fiscal Envelope has other 
limitations than the amount of money 
available to settle claims. The very 
nature of what may be claimed under 
the process is limited to what the 
government will allow. 

For instance, only Crown land is 
considered available to settle 
grievances, 
not private 
land. The 
government 
claims that 
the process 
of settling 
injustices 
committed against Maori people 
should not create further injustices 
against people who bought illegally 
acquired (i.e. stolen) land “in good 
faith”. 

This in spite of the well established 
Pakeha legal principle that something 
that gets stolen belongs to the person 
it was stolen from, even if the person 
who stole it then sold it to someone 
else who bought it "in good faith". 

What applies to cars and any other 
item you can think of, does not apply 
to Maori land. 

Even the availability of Crown 
land is limited, since the government 
has decided that national parks and 
other lands in the “conservation 


estate” can not be used to settle 

claims. 

'LEGITIMATE' INJUSTICE 

As if that wasn't limitation enough, 
the very way that land came to be 
acquired will have to be vetted by the 
Crown before it accepts a claim on it. 
In other words, the Crown will decide 
whether land was “legitimately” 
acquired or stolen. It will only accept 
claims on land that it admits was 
stolen, not against land that the Crown 
considers was legally obtained. This 
ignores the fact that there is a big 
difference between what the Crown 
considers acceptable means of getting 
hold of Maori land, and what Maori 
people consider appropriate. 

IN A RUSH 

A further limitation is that of time. 
The government wants the whole 
process over by the year 2000 at 
latest. That doesn't give many 
smaller, or less well resourced Maori 
groups the time they need to research 
their claims properly. And even those 

that 
manage 
to do so 
will find 
the costs 
of their 
research 
deducted 

from the final settlement! 

This is consistent with yet another 
limitation, which puts the burden of 
proof on the Maori claimants. This 
means that despite all the evidence to 
the contrary, the Crown will assume 
that all of its dealings with Maori dom 
in the past were fair and reasonable 
unless the Maori claimant can 
produce ‘strong evidence’ (as 
opposed to the more usual concept of 
‘reasonable doubt’) otherwise. 

But perhaps the most curious 
limitation of the Fiscal Envelope 
policy is that claims on natural 
resources will not be considered by 
the Crown if Maori interests are 
“based on an acceptance of Maori 


the Fiscal Envelope is ... an 
attempt to buy off Maori 
claimants without even offer¬ 
ing a decent bribe! 
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ownership”. 

Moana Jackson of Nga 
Kaiwhakamarama i nga Ture (the 
Maori Legal Service), explains that 
this limitation is rooted *in the 
Crown’s unilateral definition of‘tino 
rangatiratanga’ as aright to manage 
and use 
certain 
natural 
resources, 
not a right 
o f 

ownership 
over those 
resources. The distinction may seem 
fine, but it is in fact very important. 
‘ ‘The redefinition of rangatiratanga 
from a sovereign right of self 
determination to the right to ‘use’ or 
manage land underpins many of thd 
difficulties Maori have today with 
resource questions.” Mr. Jackson 
writes. “Rangatiratanga was never a 
right just to use the taonga of 
Papatuanuku; it was the authority to 
decide how and by whom they should 
be used - it was an exercise in 
‘ownership’ and political power.” 

This is something the Crown will 
never concede, because if it admits 
that rangatiratanga involved the 
exercise of authority stemming from 
ownership, its whole definition of 
the Treaty of Waitangi and its own 
right to govern this country are at 
once in tatters. 

Article II (the Maori version) 
specifically reserves tino rangatira¬ 
tanga to Maori. The government has 
chosen to interpret tino 
rangatiratanga as something less than 
the full, sovereign authority that the 
Maori signatories to the Treaty 
understood it to mean. 

PLAYING WITH WORDS 

In fact, the Crown has conveniently 
mixed up the two crucial terms of the 
Treaty; kawanatanga, and 
rangatiratanga. 

“Kawanatanga” was granted by 
the Chiefs (the rangatira) to the 
British Crown in Article I of the 


Treaty of Waitangi. It was meant to 

give the Crown limited authority over 
the large number of white settlers 
who were coming into the country at 
the time. 

“Tino Rangatiratanga” on the 
other band, meant (and still means) 
nothing less 
than full 

sovereign 
authority. * In 
its 1987 

definition of 
‘principles’ 
for 
interpreting the Treaty of Waitangi, 
the Crown neatly reversed the 
meanings of the two terms, claiming 
full sovereign authority for itself, 
and consigning Maoridom’s tino 
rangatiratanga to the scrapheap of 
“resource management’ ’ - and even 
that is within limits set by the Crown. 

This semantic sleight-of-hand has 
been continued with the Crown’s 
insistence in the Fiscal Envelope 
guidelines that any Maori interest in 
natural resources must be based on 
Maori use or knowledge of the 
resource in 1840, when the Treaty 
was signed. This means that if Maori 
had not ‘discovered’ the resource at 
that time, they have no right to claim 
it now. This argument was 


* For a literal translation and expla¬ 
nation of this cmcial term, see issue 
16 of Treaty Times. 


successfully used to throw out the 

Maori case for ownership of radio 
wavelengths before the High Court, 
even though Crown ignorance of 
their existence or use in 1840 has not 
stopped the Crown from claiming 
ownership, and even selling off 
'property rights' to the airwaves! 

THE GUTS OF THE MATTER 

But the main obj ecti on s to the Fi seal 
Envelope policy are not about the 
nuts and bolts or the hows and whys 
of the policy. They go instead to the 
heart of government policy towards 
Maori people, and indeed to the very 
existence of such policy. 

Claims under the Treaty of 
Waitangi can not be 'settled' by 
throwing money at the odd compliant 
Maori. The fact that there are claims 
at all is an indication that something 
has gone seriously wrong with the 
Treaty, because the Treaty was a 
document that guaranteed Maori their 
tino rangatiratanga - absolute 
sovereign authority - in other words, 
the right to rule their own nation(s), 
for ever. 

The Treaty of Waitangi can never 
be 'settled'; it is an agreement between 
two sovereign, independent national 
entities - on the one hand, the iwi of 
Aotearoa, the Maori people, and on 
the other, the British Crown. In that 
document, the two parties made 
several commitments, including a 
commitment to each other not to 



Claims under the Treaty of 
Waitangi cannot be settled 
by throwing money at the 
odd compliant Maori 
















trample on each other’s sovereignty. 

The British - or rather the white 
settler government that the British 
handed on their powers (and 
responsibilities) to, has not kept its 
part of the deal. The Crown has not 
honoured the Treaty. 

If it had, there would be no "claims" 
because Maori would deal with 
breaches through their own processes, 
instead of having to go cap in hand, 
tugging their forelocks to the Pakeha 
government. The Pakeha government 
was never intended to have that sort of 
power. 

If the Treaty is to be honoured, 
rather than 'settled', all stolen or 
otherwise unjustly obtained land must 
be returned, and Maori must have the 
right to make laws within their own 
territories - unfettered by Pakeha law. 
On this reading of the Treaty, claims 
can not be considered^ settled until 
Maori people are once more in control 
of their own areas of land, and are 
running those areas with their own 
governments), according to their own 
laws and customs, and without 
interference from Pakeha authorities. 

That is very far from what the Fiscal 
Envelope policy aims to do. 

To sum up, the Fiscal Envelope 
policy claims to be an attempt to settle 
Maori grievances fairly and for ever. 
In fact, it is an attempt by the Crown 
to weasel out of its responsibilities 
under the Treaty. It is a nasty, 
underhanded attempt to be done with 
Maori claims and the Treaty forever, 
without attempting to address the very 
real injustices that Maori people since 
Hone Hekehave called on it to rectify. 

There are strong indications that 
many in the Maori community see it 
as just that. 

Recently, the pine tree on 
Maungakiekie (Auckland’s One Tree 
Hill) was chopped down in what could 
be considered a very restrained protest 
against the Fiscal Envelope policy 
(see article elsewhere in this issue). 
Even Crown stalwarts like Tipene 
O’Regan, who may be expected to do 
quite well out of it, have come out 
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publicly against the Fiscal Envelope 
policy. 

Doug Graham has recently shown 
signs of stress as he rails publicly 
against ‘irresponsible’ protesters 
putting the Treaty settlement 
process “at risk’’ with their 
opposition to this misconceived 
policy. 

It seems there is a groundswell of 
Maori opinion building in 
opposition to the Fiscal Envelope 
policy which Pakeha people would 
do well to support to the hilt. After 
all, if the Crown manage to 'settle' 
Te Ika Whenua's claim to the 
Kaingaroa Forest by buying it from 
them, the first thing the Crown will 
do is sell the bloody thing off to a 
foreign multinational. In this way, 
an asset planted by our parents 
generation will go to enrich some 
huge multinational corporation that 
doesn't- even pay taxes in this 
country. 

And that leads us to the real motive 
behind the Fiscal Envelope policy. 
It has become plain that the 
government's agenda - whether 
Labour or National - is to do the 
bidding of the big multinational 
companies that dominate the world's 
economies. Maori claims under the 
Treaty of Waitangi are seen as a 
hindrance to the aims of these 
multinationals. TheFiscal Envelope 
policy is designed to clear the decks 
for the sale of this country to 
multinational control. Pakeha 
people stand to lose as much - if not 
more - from this deal as Maori. 

If enough people take a lead from 
the One Tree Hill protest and get 
out with their chainsaws (or the 
appropriate equivalent depending 
on what colonial monuments are in 
your local area), perhaps even the 
Crown will be able to understand 
the message from the public, 
scrawled over the face of the Fiscal 
Envelope in big red letters. That 
message reads simply: 

“Return to Sender!” 


BRIEFS... 

MEMORIAL DAMAGED 

Te Ahi Kaa’s recent call for activ¬ 
ists to damage colonial monuments 
bore fruit in occupied Kirikiriroa 
(Hamilton) on Thursday 15 Dec 
when about 100 people assembled 
on the deck of the steamer Rangiriri 
as part of a protest against the gov¬ 
ernment's 'Fiscal Envelope' policy. 

The steamer was ordered by Gov. 
Grey's militia prior to the invasion of 
the Waikato in 1863, and in 1864 the 
boat delivered its first cargo of sol¬ 
dier-settlers to Hamilton. 

A fire broke out on the steamer 
during the rally. Police said several 
people were spoken to and enquiries 
would continue. 

Gareth Ormsby of Te Roopu 
Rangatahi (organizers of the protest) 
said the steamer was a monument to 
oppression, like the pine on 
Maungakiekie (One Tree Hill). 

\V A IRA RAP A LAND DISPUTE 

A Pakeha farmer is claiming a 
'prescriptive right' to use Maori land 
surrounded by his farm, although he 
admits he has "nothing in writing". 
Dan Riddiford says his prescrip- 
right dates back to 1847 when 
his family settledTe Awaiti, a 6070ha 
station in south Wairarapa. 

The owners of three blocks of 
Maori land totalling 64ha and totally 
landlocked by Riddiford’s farm (but 
also bordering the coast) have filed a 
court injunction to stop Mr. Riddiford 
entering their land and using it for 
commercial development. 

The Court heard that Mr. Riddiford 
earns $5,000 a year in boat launch¬ 
ing fees from one of the blocks, 
while the Maori owners get nothing. 
During the last two years, Riddiford's 
continued use and development of 
the land without the consent of the 
owners had "brought matters to a 
hea d", resulting in the Court act ion. 
- We would like to hear more about 
these struggles. Can you help? 








TINO 

RANGATIRATANGA 

REFERENDUM 

* 

A Step Towards Liberation 


Te Ahi Kaa, part of the organized Maori nationalist movement, has 
launched an initiative designed to determine Maori attitudes to the 
Crown’s right to rule here in occupied Aotearoa. 


•v. -'I : - 

The initiative take's theTorm of a 
referendum. The ballot paper asks: 
“Do you want Pakeha rule to 
continue in Aotearoa’ ’ and provides 
two boxes; one labelled “yes”, the 
other labelled ‘no” for voters to 
mark. 

The ballot papers are accompanied 
by a ‘Tino Rangatiratanga Register’, 
which will keep track of ballot papers 
and their respondents. 

“We are giving our people the 
right to make a decision on that 
question’’ says Syd Jackson, 
spokesperson for Te Ahi Kaa. “If 
the answer is that we want what we 
have had dished out to us for the last 
150 years to continue, then kei tepai. 
We’ll have to go away, lick our 
wounds and plan anew. But if as we 
believe, our people are firmly of the 
view that tino rangatiratanga is what 
we want, then we must begin to plan 
for it.” 

That planning goes hand in hand 
with publicising the referendum. 
During the last few months, 
something called ‘ ‘Operation Maori 
Nation” (sometimes labelled the 
‘Fiscal Envelope Roadshow’) has 
been touring the country. “Operation 
Maori Nation” consists of several 


prominent Maori nationalists 
inclvfding Syd Jackson, Moana 
Jackson, Eva Rickard, Annette 
Sykes, Tame Iti, Mike Smith and 
Ken Mair, speaking to hui and public 
meetings around the country on the 
government’s Fiscal Envelope policy 
(see article p.3) and an appropriate 
Maori response to it. This response 
includes planning for the future as a 
Maori nation, liberated from Pakeha 
control. 

Participants in the "Operation 
Maori Nation" hui around the country 
are planning the kind of government 
they want - what sort of constitution, 
the nature of the legal system, the 
education system, the economy and 
all the various factors that go to make 
up nationhood for Maori people. 

It is first and foremost a democratic 
process in the true sense of that much 
misused word. People are being 
invited to get involved from the 
ground up. 

Contrast this with politics in the 
Pakeha world, where the people are 
purposefully kept out of participation 
in any of the really important 
decisions and discussions relating to 
how we are governed (1992’s MMP 
referendum was, apart from being a 


tactical error on the part of 
government, only the exception that 
proves the rule.) 

Te Ahi Kaa has few illusions about 
what they are doing. There is no 
publicity budget, and no money to 
hire a slick media promotions team 
to 'sell' the referendum. It will travel 
around the country with its 
proponents until enough signatures 
have been gathered to form the basis 
of a representative decision. 

The referendum is being held over 
"the next couple of years" to enable 
as many Maori people as possible to 
come into contact with the ballot 
papers. Syd Jackson has long 
expounded the belief that the only 
real barrier to Maori liberation is 
Maori perceptions of the actual 
possibility of that liberation. In other 
words, when Maori people come to 
see that their liberation is worth 
striving for, and is possible to achieve, 
then liberation will follow inevitably. 

“We intend that by the 1st of 
January in the year 2,000 AD, we 
shall be liberated. We’re serious 
about it, and we’re determined, but 
we know there is a lot of work to be 
done” says Mr. Jackson. 

The Tino Rangatiratanga 
Referendum and Register is one way 
that that determination is being 
translated into reality. • 
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rino Rangatiratanga T-shirts 
In black or white 100% cotton. 


Sizes: 4, 6, 8,10 childs black or 
white; sm-XXXL white, 
sm-XXXXL black adults. 
VsCost: $20 adults; $12 childs 


rfUb MAORI TkJMLx 


Aiymbol 


«id 


Mugs 

White china with Maori flag and the words 
‘Tino rangatiratanga-not just a storm in a 


teacup”. Cost: $6 


Maori Flag Poster „ 

Red, black and white with explanation of what each colour represents. 46 x 59 cm. Cost: $5 


Fabric Maori Flags 

90 x60cm cotton flag. Cost: $15. 

Pens 


APIA (Action For an Independent 
Aotearoa) is a non-Maori 
organisation committed to Maori 
independence. 


In presentation gift box with tino rangatiratanga message and Maori Hag design. Cost: $6 


Stickers 

Glossy Maori flag stickers. Suitable for sticking on schoolbooks, letters, envelopes, foreheads (!) etc 
Cost: $15 for box of 500; $5 for strip of 100. 

Indonesia out of East Timor" stickers with East Timor Flag design. Cost: $1.50 for strip of 8 


Bumperstickers 

Tino Rangatiratanga/Maori Independence on flag design. End Military Aid to Indonesia/Free East Timor. Cost: $1 each. 


Postcards 



Three designs (see below). Cost: $1 each. Minimum mail order of 5. 


The Resource Group is a group of four Pakeha 
women. Our aim is to support and promote the Maori 
independence struggle through our craft. 

Most of our products incorporate the Maori flag design, 
as we want to increase its visibility. 

orofits go to the Aotearoa Puutea, as this is a 
oracucal means of supporting Maori development. 

>•€ see the Resource Group’s purpose as being 
threefold: 

financial resources for the Puutea 

making the independence struggle and its symbols 
m ore vts sbie 

provid ing alternative “souvenirs" for tourists, 

~ - -''®s 'or~ Aoitearoa, and travellers who support 

Maori independence. 


Postcards -"Another White Xmas in Aotearoa," "The Versatile 

Oppressor and The Revolution will not be Televised". 



































































Greeting cards 

Glossy Maori Flag design with the words “The Maori Flag-A Symbol of liberation and identity” (outside) and “Tino 
rangatiratanga-Maori independence” (inside). Ideal for any occasion. Cost: $5 for pack of 5. 

Music Cassettes ' 

“I’m still fighting” by Agio Pereira. East Timorese songs of resistance in English and Portuguese. Powerful, easy listening 
folk music. Cost $16 * . 

Nga Tamariki O Te Kohu Poster 

Colour poster detailing the struggle of Tuhoe people for control over their lives, lands and river. 40 x 59cm. Cost $5. 


Treaty Times 

Subscribe to a magazine of information and views from people supporting Maori Independence. Cost: A minimum of $8 
for four issues, donations welcome, to AFIA, Box 1905, Otautahi (Christchurch). 

Overview 

Subscribe to a quarterly magazine on justice and development published by Corso. Cost: $12 for four issues within 
Aotearoa, $20 overseas and institutions, to Overview, Box 1905, Otautahi (Christchurch). 


Pacific News Bulletin 

Monthly magazine on Pacific justice^and independence struggles published for the NFIP movement. 
To subscribe write to: PO Box 489, Petersham, NSW 2049, Australia. 



Saoirse 

A bi-monthly magazine published by Information On Ireland, full of news and information on the Irish struggle for 
independence and freedom. Subscribe ($10/year) by writing to Box 9579, Te Whanganui A Tara (Wellington). 


Order Form 

Mail this order form and payment to: 

The Resource Group Name . 

C/- Corso Address . 

Box 1905 . 

Ota Utah i/Christchurch Ph . 

S (03) 3662803 

Item Colour Size Quantity Cost Total 


Total value of goods ordered $ 

Postage and handling ($5 or 10% of total cost whichever is the lesser amount) $ 
Total Payment $ 





























Opinion: 


MAUN GAKIEKIE 

Pining for Justice on 
No Tree Hill 


By now, most of the fuss and the 
brouhaha (good word that!) 
surrounding the attempted felling of 
the pine tree atop Maungakiekie-. 
(“No Tree Hill”) has started to die 



down. Occasionally on the TV news 
we get the odd update on how the tree 
is doing, as if it was a patient in some 
botanical hospital. The camera pans 
lovingly over the cards and ‘ get well ’ 
messages attached to the trunk, and 
the impression is given that the whole 
country will be plunged deeply into 
mourning if the tree should fall over 
and die. 

Well I won’t be mourning, and 
judging by the calls to Syd Jackson ’ s 
“Liberation Talkback” radio 
programme, neither will a great many 
Maori people. 

In the media Mike Smith, accused 
of trying to cut the tree down, told 
the country he had done it because he 
wanted to protest at the government’s 
“fiscal envelope” policy, by which 
the Crown will attempt to rid itself of 
the Treaty of Waitangi forever, and 
for a bargain basement price (see 
article on p.3 of this issue). 

By the way, Mike Smith claims the 
action on the tree as a Pakeha protest. 
How come? Because his mother is 
Pakeha. "The two sides are always 
warring within myself' says Mike. 
"Thi s was my Pakeha side responding 
to the government's attempt to 
trample on Maori rights. I was trying 

to defend the honour of my race'" 

TO - 


(i.e. the Pakeha!) 

Why pick on the tree? 
Because it was (and still is, 
as we go to press) a symbol 
of colonization. Originally, 
some patronizing colonist 
who believed (as most 
Pakeha people did in those 
not so far off days) that the Maori 
race was doomed to extinction within 
a generation or two, planted a Totara 
tree on the top of Maungakiekie (One 
Tree Hill) as a sentimental memorial 
to a ‘proud and noble, dying race’. 
The Totara was to be protected agai nst 
the fierce wind that blows over the 
exposed summit by a ring of pines 
planted around it. 

The Totara, a native plant 
imprisoned and surrounded by 
imported pine trees, died. I wish I 
could report that it was strangled by 
pine roots, to make the symbolism of 
One Tree Hill complete, but the truth 
is less poetic. Evidently, some Pakeha 
working on the road to the summit 
were waiting for the local Maori 
people to deliver their lunch. Lunch 
was late coming, and in a fit of 
temper the workers cut down the 
Totara! But the memorial had 
outlived itself by then anyway, 
because the Maori people began to 
recover from their deadly decline 
despite the best efforts of the settlers. 
Gradually, as the Maori population 
began to recover, then flourish, all 
the pine trees died except one - you 


guessed it: the one that was cut. 

That in a nutshell is the history of 
the pine tree atop “One Tree Hill”. 
The pine was never meant to be a 
permanent feature of the hill, and 
was supposed to provide protection 
for the main event; the original totara. 

In Onehunga, particularly among 
Maori people, the tree is often 
referred to as “that Pakeha tree”. It 
stands as a symbol of colonization, 
land theft and treachery. It was really 
high time someone took it out. 

The howls of outrage and the 
tremendous fuss from the Pakeha 
population reveal some other aspects 
of life in occupied Aotearoa. Paul 
Holmes, interviewing Mike Smith 
on his television programme, asked 
(rather petulantly I thought) “Why 
didn’t you just go to the media?” 
The fact is that 'the media' is simply 
not interested in providing 
information on issues like the Fiscal 
Envelope policy in terms other than 
those which the Crown and most 
right thinking (an appropriate phrase 
if there ever was one!) people will 
accept. The so-called Maori radical 
view is ignored as being too extreme 












or unreasonable. But who defines 
what’s extreme? Overwhelmingly, 
the media is run and staffed by white 
middle class bloke^ and blokesses 
who tend to filter everything through 
their own narrow and bigoted 
perceptions. 

If the media were more interested 
in doing its job and genuinely 
reporting all sides of every story, 
there would be little need for so- 
called ‘extreme’ actions like the 
chopping of the tree, which are really 
desperate bids to get the public to 
listen to the arguments. 

As it is, such dramatic actions are 
often the only way to get the media 
interested in a story. What’s more, it 
works. Mike Smith has had more 
time on air since the tree-chopping 
than he could possibly have hoped' 
for before, even though what he is 
saying hasn’t changed! 'The only 
difference is that now the media are 
prepared to broadcast what he says. 

Update: - - 


The public benefits from all this 
because people are finally getting to 
hear at least some of the arguments. 

And is the tree-chopping really all 
that radical or dramatic an action 
anyway? The Fiscal Envelope policy 
strikes me as something'far. more 
radical and dramatic, because it will 
adversely affect the lives of real 
people in a real way, if it gets 
implemented. The loss of one pine 
tree seems to have upset a great 
mahy people, but who has it actually 
affected in a material way? Auckland 
has lost a landmark - so what? It has 
plenty of others, less offensive. The 
country has lost a pine tree - it’s not 
as if it was the last one! 

In the circumstances, the chopping 
of the tree strikes me as a very 
moderate action - no-one was hurt, 
physically or materially, even the 
tree seems so far to have survived, 
(though Its long term survival is very 
doubtful. Even ifit makes a complete 


recovery, someone is gonna get it 
sometime) yet the issue was 
successfully rai sed. How much more 
appropriate would have been the 
attempted assassination of the 
Minister of Treaty Negotiations, or a 
mortar attack on the Beehive? There 
are many colonized countries where 
that is precisely what would happen 
in the face of a provocation like the 
Fiscal Envelope policy. 

No. Far from being a radical and 
hostile action, the tree chopping in a 
very real sense is symbolic of the 
enormous patience shown by Maori 
people to a settler colony which has 
trampled on their rights for over a 
century and a half. 

Perhaps it should be taken as an 
indication that at last, as a result of 
insults like the Fiscal Envelope 
policy, which follows hard on the 
heels of the Sealord ’deal’, that 
enormous reserve of patience is 
beginning to mn out. • 


MATAKANA ISLAND 


- Victory (... sort of) 

The people of Matakana Island, who were locked in struggle with 
multinational logging companies for control of their land, have 
acheived some of their aims, but at enormous cost. 


The multinational companies who 
were stripping Matakana of trees for 
the export log market* are gone from 
the island after a legal decision that 
proper procedure was not followed 
when they acquired the rights to log 
it. 

The court decision hands back log¬ 
ging and ownership rights to the 
islanders' Te Kotukutuku Corpora¬ 
tion in exchange for the staggering 
sum of 9.6 million dollars. 

That's the good news. The bad 
news is that in order to finance the 


* See issue 16 for the sordid details 


deal, Te Kotukutuku has had to sell 
half the island to Blakely Pacific 
Ltd. (US) for about $15 million. 

There are some silver linings to the 
deal however, in that the likelihood 
of log-stripping by Blakely Pacific 
seems to be low, since Blakely's 
management decisions are mutually 
agreed with Te Kotukutuku, and in 
addition, should Blakely’s ever sell, 
the islanders have first refusal. 

The process did not go smoothly 
however. Another bidder for the is¬ 
land's assets also took couil action to 
defend his bid to turn the island into 
a 250 million dollar tourist resort, 


complete with hotels, canals and a 
marina, a golf course and a traffic 
bridge to the mainland! 

The developer of this dream resort 
on Maori land was successful in get¬ 
ting a re-hearing from the Court of 
Appeal. As we go to press, the case 
has not yet been heard. 

However, Treaty Times under¬ 
stands that the developer's case was 
never a strong one, and the islanders 
are confidently planning for the fu¬ 
ture based on their earlier court vic¬ 
tory. 

Congratulations to the islanders 
who took on the multinationals head 
on, eventually winning an albeit ex¬ 
pensive victory. 

Treaty Times wishes them every 
success in earning enough to buy out 
Blakely's as soon as possible. 

But it seems a shame they have to, 
buy back their own assets! 
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A Lot of Fuss About 
Eveiy thing! 


Mo ana Jackson 
in Geneva 


Moana Jackson of Nga 
Kaiwhakamarama i Nga Ture (the 
Maori Legal Service) returned 
recently from yet another session in 
Geneva battling for international - 
i.e. United Nations - recognition of 
the rights of indigenous peoples. 

From 25 - 29~'Jtdyy1-994, Mr. 
Jackson attended the United Nations 
Working Group on Indigenous 
Peoples. 

While there, the 532 indigenous 
delegates from colonized nations 
around the globe had to fight heavy 
pressure from U.N. member 
governments to water down the Draft 
Declaration of the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples, which they had 
gathered to debate and hopefully to 
finalise. 

One of the ringleaders in exerting 
pressure to weaken the Declaration 
was the New Zealand government, 
which had earlier gone to 
extraordinary lengths to prevent Mr. 
Jackson from being able to attend the 
session in the first place. 

However, with the help of some 
funding from AFIA, Corso and the 
Student Christian Movement, Moana 
Jackson was able to make his unique 
and very substantial contribution to 
the Geneva deliberations. 

Just as well, because the NZ 
government got up to all its usual 
tricks and some new ones besides. 
For instance, early on in the 
conference, plans for a U.N. Decade 
of Indigenous Peoples were being 


discussed. The NZ 
government opposed a 
suggestion to make ‘self 
determination and self 
government’ the focus of 
one of the years in the 
proposed Decade. 

But the NZ government 
wasn’t the only offender 
there. The indigenous 
caucus considering the 
U.N.’s plans for the 
Decade raised six points 
of concern with the 
proposal as outlined by a U.N. 
Committee. But the Committee 
eventually issued a report in which 
none of these concerns was even 
mentioned! 

This response (or lack of it) led the 
indigenous delegates to call a special 
caucus, which resulted in two 
spokespeople being elected to make 
submissions of protest: Moana 
Jackson and Aucan Alta (of Chile). 
The Chairperson of the offending 
Committee allowed Moana to speak, 
but refused to recognize Aucan Alta. 
At this, the indigenous delegates 
stood and surrounded the 
Chairperson with upraised arms until 
Aucan was able to speak. Writes 
Moana: “It was a quiet but powerful 
protest which illustrated the depth of 
indigenous anger and frustration.” 
It also worked: the Chairperson 
subsequently agreed to draft a new 
document. 

Another area of discussion centred 


on the United Nations Year for 
Indigenous Peoples, 1993. Moana 
reports that the NZ government was 
guilty of “blatant misrepresentation 
and lies” on its activities during this 
U.N. Year. For instance, it claimed 
credit for the Mataatua Conference 
on Indigenous Intellectual Property, 
citing the Conference as evidence of 
NZ’s commitment to the year. In 
reality, it was organized by Ngati 
Awa and most funding was sourced 
overseas. As well, there is evidence 
that Te Puni Kokiri (which used to 
be the Maori Affairs Dept.) instructed 
its staff not to attend! 

This and other examples provide 
living proof of the need for Maori to 
monitor the government’s lies abroad 
about the situation at home. Where 
the hell are the news media when you 
really need them? ' 

The Indigenous Caucus proper, 
organized by Kenneth Deer of the 
Mohawk Nation, and chaired by 
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Kenneth Deer and Moana Jackson, 

met over two days prior to the 
Working Group meeting itself. 

The Caucus discussed 
developments Tri the"' Draft 


t 

¥ 


i 


to take the sting out of the self- 

determination Article in the Draft 
Declaration. It involved an attempt 
to keep the word “peoples” in the 
Declaration, but to define it in such 


Declaration of the Rights of a way that it would not carry the U.N. 
Indigenous Peoples, and confirmed meafiing. Instead, it would be 
again, this time unanimously, the specifically defined as something 


necessity to retain the word ‘peoples’ 
in the Declaration to refer to 
indigenous communities. Once 
again, the wofd is under attack from 
settler governments. New Zealand 
tabled a discussion document 
prepared by Te Puni Kokiri which 
expresses “reservations” about the 
existence of the right to self- 
determination articulated in Article 
III of the Draft Declaration. Article 


less, as in the International Labour 
Organization (ILO)’s documentary 
charters. 

The Canadian Cree jurist Sharon 
Venne argues that any attempt to 
limit the right of self-determination, 
as in the use of the ILO language, 
actually means that ‘ ‘ our right to self 
determination does not exist. To limit 
the right is in fact to deny it." 

The NZ government’s position is 


III refers to “Indigenous Peoples”, one of outright opposition to the 


V, 


“Governments, 
including that of NZ, have 
consistently sought to use 
some other term than 
Indigenous Peoples in the 
Declaration’’ reports 
Moana Jackson. 
“Suggested alternatives 
have included Indigenous 
Populations, People (in 
the singular) or ethnic 
minorities. The major reason given 
for this usage has been that the term 
“peoples” has a technical meaning 
particularly in relation to the right to 
self-determination. The U.N. 
instruments make a distinction 
between “peoples” and “ethnic 
minorities’ ’ within a state. The term 
“Peoples’’ implies that those 
covered by the term enjoy the right 
of self-determination, but minorities 
are not normally recognized to have 
such a right. ’ ’ 

In other words, what seems to be a 
minor disagreement over wording is 
in fact a thinly disguised attempt by 
the NZ government among others to 
deny not only Maori people, but 
indigenous peoples all around the 
world their right to self- 
determination as defined by the 
United Nations! 

This year, there was a new attempt 


... a thinly disguised attempt by the 
NZ government to deny not only 
Maori people, but indigenous peo¬ 
ples all around the world their right 
to self-determination! 


whole concept of self-determination. 
In 1992, it expressed its view in these 
terms: 

‘ ‘(The NZ) government’s position 
remains that it is not able to support 
the inclusion of the right of self- 
determination or the present 
terminology of the paragraph and in 
the Declaration unless its meaning is 
made clear and it is adequately 
qualified ” (our italics). 

Of course, the right to self- 
determination is the basic tenet in the 
Declaration. As Moana puts it; 

“For Indigenous Peoples, this is 
the base Article from which all other 
rights in the Declaration flow. 
Without an indigenous right of self- 
determination, without a right to 
determine or decide for ourselves, 
the other rights in the Declaration 
will lack both practical force and 
symbolic meaning.” 


The Working Group on Indigenous 

Peoples will continue to meet, and 
the Draft Declaration will continue 
to make its slow way through the 
watering-down pits of the United 
Nations. 

Eventually, the Draft Declaration 
will become a fully fledged U.N. 
Declaration, and will stand alongside 
the other U.N. Declarations as 
documents that governments around 
the world will cheerfully pay lip 
service to while ignoring them in 
their actions. The U.N. Declaration 
will eventually be just that - a United 
Nations document, not a statement 
from indigenous peoples. 

“We have always been quite clear 
that the Declaration will never be an 
Indigenous declaration of Indigenous 
rights but will remain, by 
virtue of the U.N. 
process, a governmental 
definition of our status 
and place’’ as the 
submission from Nga 
Kaiwhakamarama i Nga 
Ture put it. 

But in the process of 
this Declaration’s 
difficult and disfiguring 
birth, hundreds, even thousands of 
indigenous peoples have come to 
Geneva to work together on defining 
and achieving their rights. This 
process has had its own rewards, and 
the ultimate achievement of the 
Declaration may be the lasting legacy 
of that process. As Moana’s report 
concludes: 

‘ ‘The frustrations and commitment 
however remain worth it. The 
internationalization of Indigenous 
concerns is now a growing movement 
with real implications for Iwi Maori. 
We need to remain part of it.” 

The lengths the NZ government 
appears prepared to go to to prevent 
Mr. Jackson from taking part in the 
Working Group on Indigenous 
Peoples serves to underline the 
importance of the work he does there. 
Who is going to help find the money 
next time? • 
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Comment: 


MY TIKANGA 

- OR YOURS? 

Ngati Haua at Whangape 


The picket of Robert Buchanan’s farm at Whangape in Northland 
has gone from the headlines, just as the protest itself has gone from the 
gates. 

But an examination of the whole issue is important for understanding 
the dynamics of the relationship between tikanga Pakeha and tikanga 
Maori in the last decade of the 20th Century. __ 


‘ Tikanga ’ is a word that has no 
exact equivalent in the English 
language, but you can translate it as 
‘the proper way to do things’. 
Basically, the whole dispute at 
Whangape came down to the 
difference between tikanga Pakeha 
and tikanga Maori. The crucial 
difference of course, is that tikanga 
Pakeha has behind it the full weight 
of the state - laws, courts, police and 
ultimately the army, to enforce itself 
over tikanga Maori. 

The roots of the dispute at 
Whangape go back two generations, 
when the maternal grandfather of 
Pakeha farmer Frank Geddes 
obtained the land from Ngati Haua. 
Today, Frank Geddes claims that his 
granddad bought the land, but Ngati 
Haua remember that it was gifted to 
him because two of his daughters 
were pregnant by Ngati Haua men. 
The ‘gift’ was made in specifically 
Maori terms though, in that there 
was a perception by the Maori that 
the land was not being passed over to 
private ownership, but would be the 
Geddes family’s to use as long as 
they required it. Ownership still 
rested with the tribe. When the 
Geddes family had no further use for 
ml. :i»sre was 1 to Ngati Haua at least) 
a 3 *ket ciastindiag that it would 
inewoBT s: NS gac. Haua. 

micEStanding seemed to be 


shared by Frank Geddes and was 
almost certainly shared by his parents 
and grandparents. On countless 
occasions at the marae, where 
members of the Geddes family were 
treated as part of Ngati Haua as of 
right (some even attaining kaumatua 
status), Frank and his forbears made 
eloquent speeches reassuring Ngati 
Haua that the land was tribal, not 
private, and that they would never 
sell the farm to ‘outsiders’. 

However, all that changed when 
Frank and Lorna Geddes’ children 
all grew up and moved away from 
the district. None of them wanted to 
stay and work on the farm. Around 
the time Frank and Lorna were 
looking at retiring to Whangarei, 
Robert Buchanan, winner of more 
than four million dollars in Lotto 
money, breezed into town and made 
them an offer they couldn’t refuse - 
well above market value - for ‘their’ 
farm. 

Things begin to get interesting 
about here, because somehow, Frank 
and Lorna managed to produce a 
deed of title to the farm. As we go to 
press it is unclear (though under 
investigation by Ngati Haua) just 
how this deed came to exist, since 
Ngati Haua never sold the land, and 
in legal terms have never given up 
their original title to it. It seems that 
Frank’s father may have asked the 


local council at some stage to supply 
him with a deed of title, perhaps to 
secure a building permit or some 
other use consent, and the Council 
obliged - without checking out who 
the land really belonged to or how 
Mr. Geddes came to be in possession 
of it. 

When Frank Geddes broke the 
news to Ngati Haua that their land 
had been sold, the tribe was 
incredulous. This was the man whom 
Ngati Haua votes had kept on the 
local council, who had sat on the 
paepae at Ngati Haua’s marae and 
sung ‘ ‘This Land is Your Land’ ’ for 
decades. Now he had sold their tribal 
land to a Pakeha from outside the 
district without even consulting 
them! 

Glass Murray of Ngati Haua took 
the first step in trying to restore the 
situation when he approached Robert 
Buchanan to try to buy the land back, 
even at the inflated purchase price 
Buchanan had offered the Geddes. 
Buchanan w'as rude and abusive, 
claiming he didn’t need to “get on 
with the neighbours’’, in this case 
Ngati Haua, because if he wanted to, 
he could buy up the whole district 
and move his owti mates in. In other 
w'ords, Ngati Haua could get stuffed. 
That was his attitude. 

The next step was the Courts, who 
accepted without question the 
Geddes’ title as legal and valid, and 
threw Ngati Haua out of court. Only 
after all these things had happened 
didNgati Hauaresort to protest action 
by setting up a camp of occupation at 
Buchanan’s farm gates. 

The media went mad. Tales of 







wild and abusive behaviour on the 

part of the protesters took up a lot of 
headline space, and the police were 
called on a number of occasions. A 
barn was burnt 'down, and the 
protesters got the blame. (In fact, the 
only one who could have benefitted 
from burning the building down was 
the new owner, but why let the facts 
get in the way of a good story?) 

Things reached such a pitch that 
Justice Minister Doug Graham 
thundered publicly that the actions 
of protesters like Ngati Haua were 
limiting the government’s ability and 
political will to settle Treaty of 
Waitangi grievances (hah!) because 
they were creating ill will among the 
Pakeha population. The fact that 
another grievance was being created 
before his very eyes seemed - 
conveniently - to escape him! 

Eventually of.course, the whole 
deal got sorted out. The protesters 
left the gates of the farm and Tau 
Henare, MP for Northern Maori came 
in to negotiate a settlement. But Ngati 
Haua had to buy back their own land, 


at the inflated price that Buchanan 

paid the Geddes, to achieve the 
settlement. And during the course of 
the occupation, several arrests were 
made when the police were called to 
the protest by Robert Buchanan, who 
made accusations of assault against 
four of the protesters. TbSfe was 
never any evidence againstthese four, 
and the cases were eventually 
dismissed, at great cost to Ngati Haua 
in legal fees etc. Nevertheless, the 
police, like the Council, the media, 
the courts and all the other institutions 
of the colonizer that came to be 
involved in this case, assumed that 
the Maori were in the wrong and the 
Pakeha farmer was in the right. How 
could things be otherwise? 

That is how the issue of tikanga 
comes to be important here. The 
Geddes family acquired their right to 
live on that farm under tikanga Maori, 
two generations ago. Under that same 
tikanga, the land was to revert to 
Ngati Haua when the family had no 
more use for it. But when that 
situation finally arose, the Geddes 


family called on tikanga Pakeha to 

allow them to steal the land and sell 
it for its cash value. Tikanga Pakeha 
came to the party and weighed in, 
boots and all, to help the Pakeha take 
the land away from its rightful 
owners, showing in the process that 
colonization hasn’t lost any of its 
essential character from the 1840’s 
to the present day. 

If nothing else, the protest at 
Whangape is a useful reminder of 
the need for Maori to assert their tino 
rangatiratanga - their right to govern 
according to their own tikanga - over 
all of their land. 

The Crown is not a neutral force 
standing outside conflicts between 
Pakeha and Maori, mediating 
between them to find just solutions. 
The Crown exists to uphold and 
enforce tikanga Pakeha against 
tikanga Maori. Maori cannot rely on 
the Crown to protect and enforce 
their rights - especially in conflicts 
with Pakeha. The Crown does not 
and cannot work for Maori. It works 
for the settlers, every time. • 


Tuzzle 

AXE 

ATTACK! 

The little people wav¬ 
ing axes in this puzzle 
are all descended from 
Hone Heke, and 
they all have 
definite views 
on the Fiscal 
Envelope. 

Using the key printed 
above right, 
see if you can work out 
the message they are 
giving to the public. 
(Answer on back cover) 
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“GET OFF OUR LAND” 

- Pakeha Get Their Notice From Tuhoe 


Farmers and other settlers living on confiscated Tuhoe land near 
Whakatane have been given a year's notice to get off before the land 

reverts to Tuhoe control. 

. _ : ; - ■■■ • ' : 



Eviction notices were served on 
people occupying land within the 
boundaries of the confiscated area 
by Te Mana Motuhake Oo Tuhoe, a 
nationalist group headed by veteran 
Tuhoe campaigner Tame Iti. 

The confiscated land covers 56,000 
acres which was taken by the Crown 
in 1867. At the time, three reasons 
were given for the confiscation or 
ranpatu. 

The first was that the Tuhoe peo¬ 
ple were involved in the murder of 
the Reverend Carl Volkner in 
Opotiki, for which Kereopa Te Rau 
and Mokomoko were arrested and 
hanged without trial. In recent times, 
much doubt has been cast on their 
responsibility for the murder, and 
only last year both received a post¬ 
humous pardon from the Crown. 
Their iwi also received a Crown 
apology. 

The second reason given was the 
killing of Te Maitaranui Falloon in 
Whakatane, and the third was 
Tuhoe's alleged participation in the 
war at Orakau in the Maniapoto. 

The land was confiscated suppos¬ 
edly in reprisal for acts of'rebellion'. 
But Tuhoe had never signed the 
Treaty of Waitangi, and so - even 
according to the Pakeha interpreta¬ 
tion of that document - had never 
ceded their sovereignty to the Crown. 
Being outside the Treaty, Tuhoe 
were also outside the British Em¬ 
pire, and the confiscations had no 
basis in law. 

"The 1867 eviction notices were 
straight out thievery" says Tame Iti. 
"The land was taken under false 
pretences and was therefore stolen 
property. If you steal something you 
get done for it and you're told to give 
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it back. So we've told these people 
it's our property, give it back." 

The eviction notices are simple 
and to the point. On Te Mana 
Motuhake Oo Tuhoe letterhead, dated 
12 December 1994 and headed "To 
Whom it may concern" they say: 

"You are hereby given notice that 
you are currently residing on, or in 
the possession of stolen Tuhoe land, 
and furthermore that you have 12 
months from the above date within 
which to vacate the said property." 

The notice goes on to refer those 
who "wish to pursue this matter" to 
their local MP and the Minister of 
Justice and concludes "Merry Christ¬ 
mas and a happy New Year." 

At the bottom of the notice is a map 
showing the confiscated area which 
lies just north of Ruatoki and 
Waimana between Putauaki and 
Puke-nui-o-raho. 

Reaction to the eviction notices 


was immediate. 

Local MP Tony Ryall dismissed 
them out of hand, claiming they had 
no legitimacy and could not be en¬ 
forced. He re-emphasised the gov¬ 
ernment's commitment to ensuring 
so-called 'private land’ was not threat¬ 
ened by T reaty of Waitangi claims or 
Maori protests in general. Local 
Councillor John Kyle reported get¬ 
ting "numerous" calls and said he 
had been told the act: :r.s of the group 
will have a ne^ rfect on the 

Tuhoe claims. 

Te Mana Motuhake Oo Tuhoe 
point out that tins nmpatu claim is 
outside the process of the Waitangi 
Tribunal. "This land is the subject of 
straight out stealing and you don't go 
to a Tribunal for that, you just give it 
back." said Tame Iti, adding that he 
doesn’t believe in the Waitangi Tri¬ 
bunal anyway. 

For their part, Te Mana Motuhake 























Oo Tuhoe is prepared to meet and 
discuss the notices with any inter¬ 
ested parties. They have already had 
one long meeting with Bay of Plenty 
Federated Farmers President Graeme 
Weld and provided him with all the 
information about the issuing of the 
notice. 

And Tame Iti has a warning for 
those who take Tony Ryall's advice 
and ignore the notices: 

"People had better take this seri¬ 
ously" he says, "because this time 
next year, we're going to be their 
landlords." 

It is a warning that local settlers 
would do well to heed. Tame Iti is a 
veteran of many successful cam¬ 
paigns that people at first thought 
impossible. In 1985, he led the charge 
against Fletcher Challenge when 
NZ's largest multinational company 
wanted to log the forest on Taiarahia 
Mountain, which is sacred to local 
Tuhoe people. With very few re¬ 
sources and no money, Tuhoe 
squared off against the huge finan¬ 
cial and political mu scle of Fletcher 
Challenge. V*.Ten the dust cleared, 
Tuhoe had won. Similarly with the 
1991 campaign against jet boat rac¬ 
ing on Ohinematarca (the Whakatane 
River). The e - .: wealthy and 

powerfully-e :r. et Boat Rac¬ 

ing Ass ociation, whos e members 


include some of the richest people in 
the country, proved to be no match 
for the under-resourced Tuhoe. (see 
Jet Boat Racists - issue 11) On an 
issue such as the raupatu, which is 
even closer to Tuhoe hearts, we pre¬ 
dict thht Te Mana Motuhake Oo 
Tuhoe will prove to be unstoppable. 

The issues involved in Te Mana 
Motuhake Oo Tuhoe's reclamation 
of stolen land are very simple and 
clear. Stolen property belongs to the 
original owner, no matter how many 
times it has been sold since it was 
first stolen, and no matter how many 
people have bought it 'in good faith.' 
What applies to bicycles and video 
recorders also applies to land. What 
is interesting about Te Mana 
Motuhake Oo Tuhoe’s approach to 
the return of this land is that it ig¬ 
nores the Crown's so-called 'proper 
channels' in favour of a more direct 
apprcfoch, based on the exercise of 
tino rangatiratanga - the full, sover¬ 
eign authority which rests as of right 
with Tuhoe. For Tuhoe to go to the 
Crown and beg to have their rights 
respected would itself be an act of 
complete denial of the existence of 
their tino rangatiratanga, since tino 
rangatiratanga does not come from 
the Crown, but from the generations 
that exercised it before the Pakeha 
arrived. 


Some Maori groups have gone to 
the Waitangi Tribunal and the Courts 
to get land. The process has not been 
very fruitful; so far, Maori have spent 
more than one thousand million dol¬ 
lars on researchers, lawyer’s fees and 
court costs, and have had less than 
1,000 acres returned through these 
'proper channels’. That's roughly a 
million dollars an acre to get back 
land that rightfully belongs to Maori 
in the first place! 

But Te Mana Motuhake Oo Tuhoe 
are not just after land. They want 
their land, yes. But they also want 
their sovereignty, their right to self- 
determination, their tino rangatira¬ 
tanga restored. That can't be granted 
by an act of kindness on the part of 
the Crown. If it could, it wouldn't be 
worth having! 

They are not asking for their tino 
rangatiratanga, they are asserting it 
and exercising it. 

They are asking for those who are 
currently benefitting from their sto¬ 
len goods to give their land back, but 
in taking the approach they have, 
thay have already reclaimed their 
tino rangatiratanga for themselves. 

Now all that remains to be seen is 
whether Doug Graham will be any 
more successful than Hugh Fletcher 
in trying to get it back off them. 

We don't fancy his chances! 


POISON DROP ANGERS TRIBES 


On 28 November 1994. the Dept, of Conservation dropped 1080 poison 
from the r.r ever the Waimea area in Northland, to kill opossums. 


The air drop followed six months 
of prolonged discussions between 
the Dept, of Conservation (DOC) 
and a collective of northern iwi. In 
these negotiations, local Maori to¬ 
tally opposed the poisoning, pre¬ 
senting an alternative plan that would 
have cost no more. But the drop went 
ahead eventually, because DOC had 
already bought the poison - while 
negotiations were going on! 

The locals protested with spec¬ 
tacular results. One drop over the 
Mangamuka Ranges was called off 


because of the large number of pro¬ 
testers camped in the area, but DOC 
preceded with a two-day operation 
over the Waimea area. 

The environmental concerns of the 
iwi have been borne out since the 
drop. Poison bait has been found in 
waterways - including some rivers 
adjacent to local communities - on 
roadside verges and on walkways. 

The iwi were also concerned with 
employment. They wanted a ground- 
based eradication programme to pro¬ 
vide much needed work in the area. 


But perhaps the biggest casualty of 
the protest is the government's, and 
particularly DOC’s reputation as 
'bicultural'. DOC has shown itself to 
be completely unwilling to listen to 
local iwi - Icaitiald (guardians) of the 
area for centuries before the Pakehp. 
arrived (bringing the opossum). 

According to the Minister of Con¬ 
servation, "the 1080 aerial drop shows 
the govt's determination to take a 
firm stand and cany out its responsi¬ 
bilities towards both conservation 
and farming". 

Obviously these are deemed more 
important than its responsibility to 
local Maori. (What a surprise!) 
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Pacific Independence News 


LEONARD PELTIER: 


Native A m eric an 

% 

fighter in bid for 
executive clemency 


For over 18 years Leonard Peltier 
has been a political prisoner, one of 
many victims of an undercover war 
waged by the US government against 
the American Indian Movement 
(AIM) for its pro-native sovereignty, 
anti-uranium mining stand. Peltier, 
an Anishinabe-Lakota is serving 
two consecutive life sentences in 
Leavenworth Federal prison for the 
alleged murder of two FBI agents, 
killed on June 26th 1975 in a shootout 
at Pine Ridge Sioux Reservation, 
South Dakota, during an FBI 
operation commonly dubbed the 
“reign of terror” which left scores 
of activists dead, hundreds injured 
and many more imprisoned less than 
100 years after the massacre of over 
200 Lakota at Wounded Knee. 

Peltier is innocent, framed on 
fabricated evidence, a pawn in a US 
strategy to crush the political voice 
of Native Americans. 

His case is a symbol for indigenous 
peoples everywhere struggling 
against the illegal theft of their lands 
and destruction of their cultures. 
Millions worldwide have written 
letters and signed petitions calling 
for a new trial for Peltier. They 
include many members of the US 
House of Representatives, Canadian 
and Italian Parliaments, the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, and 
Nobel Peace Prize winner Desmond 
Tutu. In 1986 Leonard Peltier 
received the International Human 
Rights Prize from the Spanish Human 
Rights Commission. He works 
tirelessly for justice for his people, 
even from jail. But the US 
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government still makes him an 
example of how far it will go to 
destroy a movement committed to 
defending indigenous rights. 

Amnesty International have 
expressed concern that Leonard 
Peltier was aggressively prosecuted 
on criminal charges by the FBI 
because of his role in AIM, and that 
(having fled to Canada feeling that 
he would not get a fair trial in the 
USA) his extradition from Canada in 
1976 to stand trial was granted on the 
basis of evidence which the FBI later 
admitted was fabricated. (In June 
1994 the Canadian government 
decided to review Leonard Peltier's 
case.) 

Following the acquittal of two other 
Native Americans charged with 
murdering the agents along with 
Peltier, on the grounds that no murder 
had occurred and that they had fired 
in self defence, the trial judge refused 
to let Peltier’s lawyers introduce 
evidence of FBI misconduct in other 
cases. Evidence which might have 
assisted his case was withheld from 
the court by the prosecution. 
Examples of fabricated evidence 
include the claim that the casing of a 
bullet of the type which killed the 
agents matched the barrel of the gun 
which Peltier allegedly earned on 
that day. In 1979, an FBI teletype 
was released, which said that the 
casing didn’t match the alleged 
murder weapon. 

Despite many legal challenges, 
admissions by the government 
prosecutor in the case that the 
government didn’t really know who 



Leonard Peltier - in Fort 
Leavenworth State Penitentiary 


shot the agents, and growing 
international pressure, Leonard 
Peltier remains in jail. Having 
exhausted all appeals in the US legal 
system, a clemency campaign is now 
under way to win his freedom. It is 
sheer hypocrisy for the US 
government to preach to the world 
about human rights while Peltier is 
punished for a crime he did not 
commit. Pressure must be maintained 
on Bill Clinton and the US Deputy 
Attorney General now to grant 
executive clemency in this case. 

WHATYOU can DO: 

* Hire the video “Incident At 
Oglala ” - a powerful film about 
Peltier’s case. 

* Read Peter Matthiessen’s book 
“In the Spirit of Crazy Horse ”. 

* Write to President Clinton and 
US Deputy- General Jamie Gorelick 
demanding executive clemency for 
Leonard Peltier: 

- President Bill Clinton, 

1600 Pennsylvania Ave, 
Washington D.C., 20500, 

USA 

- Hon. Jamie S. Gorelick, 

Dep. Attorney General, 

10th St and Constitution Ave, 
NW, Washington D.C. 20530 
USA 















STOP PRESS: 


TAINUI SETTLEMENT: 


As we went to press, news came through that Bob Mahuta had signed an 
agreement with Doug Graham to drop all Tainui claims and grievances 
under the Treaty of Waitangi in exchange for a mixture of Crown land and 
money to a total value of $170 million. 


Under this agre'ement, Tainui get 
nominal ownership of certain areas 
of Crown land - including that under 
such things as courthouses, fire sta¬ 
tions, schools that have become sur¬ 
plus to Crown requirements (as more 
and more kids get squashed into 
fewer and fewer classes), hospitals 
that no-one can afford to use any 
longer and so on. 

Immediately the agreement was 
announced, it became apparent that 
not everyone in Tainui was happy 
with the arrangement. Prominent 
Maori elder Eva Rickard denounced 
the agreement in no uncertain terms, 
calling it a "sell-out" of the iwi's 
Treaty rights. She condemned the 
negotiating process as driven by one 
man without a mandate and rejected 
the agreement because it was made 
without consulting the iwi as a whole. 

Those that were consulted clearly 
had a different view of what had 
been agreed from what the Crown 
reported to the news media. Hare 


Puke, a Tainui elder who appeared 
on TV3 news to talk about the deal, 
was clearly under two misapprehen¬ 
sions: firstly, that the deal would not 
bind future generations. "We cannot 
talk for the unborn generations" he 
said. In fact, the government is in¬ 
sistent in its Fiscal Envelope propos¬ 
als that the settlements reached in 
'negotiations like that involving the 
Tainui deal must be full and final, 
binding not just the next generation, 
but all* subsequent generations as 
well. This is perhaps the aspect of the 
deal that the Crown is most inflex¬ 
ibly insistent on. It seems incredible 
that those Tainui people who gave 
their mandate to Bob Mahuta seem 
to be unaware of this requirement, 
but what other conclusion can be 
drawn? 

Secondly, Mr. Puke seemed to be 
under the impression that there would 
be a three month period of "consul¬ 
tation" with Tainui hapu and whanau 
and that their consent would be re¬ 


quired before the deal went through. 

The three month consultation pe¬ 
riod, even if it is actually planned, is 
no more than a formality that cannot 
alter the deal. In March the Crown 
will bind Tainui by making them 
sign a Deed of Settlement renounc¬ 
ing all claims as a seperate Maori 
entity forever. That's the formal part 
of the deal. The actual agreement 
was signed at 11pm on Wednesday 
December21 andno amount of "con¬ 
sultation" will change it before the 
March signing ceremony. Mr. Puke, 
and no doubt many others like him 
seem also to be unaware of that. 

The government is under no such 
illusions. They are very pleased with 
themselves, because the Tainui deal 
is the first crack in what has appeared 
up to now to be a very solid brick 
wall of Maori opposition to the Fis¬ 
cal Envelope policy. The Tainui set¬ 
tlement, has reduced the Envelope's 
contents by $170m, which leaves 
remaining claimants a total of about 
$500m to fight over. NowthatTainui 
have opened the envelope, the Crown 
confidently expects other iwi to rush 
in before the remaining money goes. 


STATUE BEHEADED 

I Also as we went to press, news came that Te Ahi Kaa's call to destroy/ 

deface monuments to colonial oppression had also been picked up in 
Whanganui, where a statue of John Ballance was beheaded a few days 
aTter Ken Mair made a speech calling for its removal. 


The statue had also lost a hand and 
: : >: zr.i had been daubed with 
natkma.:st graffiti. 

Mr Mi * :r5.:- :ri John Ballance, 
a former Prime Minister, as a land 
thief, responsible fc r the loss of mil¬ 
lion s of acres ofMaori Hand at the end 
of the last century. "That statue 
should never ever have been put up 
in the first place" he said. 


Two men whom Mair described as 
"patriots" were arrested and charged 
with wilful damage. 

At their first appearance, the court 
was disrupted for half an hour when 
some 60 supporters of the two men 
burst into an impromptu haka as a 
sign of their support. The judge left 
the court and only returned when he 
had been assured theprotesters would 


"behave themselves". 

(It's funny that this part of Maori 
culture should be seen as disruption, 
when the countless, tiresome tradi¬ 
tional rituals Pakeha courts inherited 
from Britain are allowed to hold up 
proceedings to far less purpose!) 

Predictably, rednecked Pakeha 
have threatened to destroy "Maori 
carvings" in response. Whanganui's 
mayor accuses Te Ahi Kaa of stir¬ 
ring a backlash, but which is worse, 
continued glorification of historical 
crimes, or minor vandalism to make 
a serious point? Pakeha people 
should be relieved it's only statues 
that are being attacked! 
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Answer to Puzzle, p. 15: "Strike now. Give colonial monuments the chop!" 
















